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evaluating data. A three- dimensional. space Whose axes are! 


As Labov points out {1971),. language is a social 
phenomenon, and therefore must be studied in its-social context; sex 
based language differences, being part of language, must be studied, / 
in the same way. Specifically, sex bdsed language differences can be 
studied by modifying the sgciolinguists', notion of speech community 
and speech continuum, and by using their methods of gathering: and 
formality-informality, ‘spedificity as to sex,’ and specificity as to. | 
‘speech community is substituted for Labov's single continuum. Every. 
utterance of every speaker, is. placed within this space according to i 
how the social situation is perceived by the speaker. To test' this | 
model, the members of an all female’ bridge club were interviewed in 
two situations: fairly formal individual, and informal group. It was | 
.predicted that the latter would elicit more, and more highly marked ~— | 
"female language" than the former because it is more informal and 
more sex specific. The former, however, being not sex neutral, would 
also elicit some female language samples. The data support the model. 
What is particularly significant is the fact that no such differences | 
had been systematically attested except in our work (cf. Thorne & '>- |  ¢ 


Henley, 1975) p(Author/CLR) ! : 
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when péttadies Talk Like tadies?* | bate a 


1 has been . claimed (seé Tyler, 4976) : that: the linguistic i 


| ey 
, + \jaspects of sex based language diftbrences, as opposed to some ° 
4 


f the social and psychological ones, e difficult to objectify. 
‘The curious fact about this matter ig this: though our intui- 

t a - 
igns -agree strongly ae the claims me sex based language 


a4, ‘differences jade by grammarians from Waspevien (1964) to Lakoff 
pl, . 

l 2% (1975) 7 excsxinente cannot seem to find Seatiavigsay valid 
ft evidence for these stele and ° intuitions in: ‘the laboratory (see, 


f ; ’ éVouc theme & Henley, 1975). At SECOL XV, both Tyler, and I i 


| /arguea that this lack of objective data is due toa badic mis- 


? 
| conc ption about the nature of the phenomenon. Sex based 
ft 


pansuage cigrecuec we pauine then, are sociolinguistic phen- 


} 
pamietiet ay and as such met be collected and analyzed using the. ‘ i. 


a and EHEOEY of sociolingujstics. ok toe 2 ‘ 


a 


,“To be more exact, we argued that.sex based. language differ- 


vences form a continuum that is separate from, but interacts) ° iy. 


A ‘the formal-informal continuum posited by Sookolingussns toi 


7 


/account for sociolinguistic variation, This means that settings \} 


“like. efBséroons;, offices, and laboratories, ,where investigators \ 
had neen .collecting data, are unlikely to show sex based laneuage 7 A ( 
3 


Mi 
e . 
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‘tWe would like to thank two of our students: Dianne 
‘Linder for obtaining the cooperation of the ‘sample population if 
and conducting the indivVidual interviews;,and Donna Jefferson Fl 
for her tireless work in analyzing the data. , j 
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.. differences, because Shea wee cles are formal and sex neutral. ° | 
In order to collect dat exhibiting sex. based language difter- 7 
ences, researchers’ need ‘to. observe informants in sex specific 


st 
_* ‘settings. . -The reason, then, why, investigators have fiot found 


¢ 
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we ue sex based aes 2 eer Bosited by grammarians is the 
¥ 


»* 


oer i aes 
Experimental Design) 
ia iar Sanam a 


, 


collected language samples in situations where ae ee 


for the, soojal] settings SOr “we argued, must researchers in sex. 


Py ~ 


based. language . differences go out and also. eéreest for social oe 


setting. In an effort to accomplish this, we neyeees the, fol- 


Oey ‘experiment: we interviewed the: members. of-an-all female 


ne ok bridge ere in aly situations: one, a group interview whine the: 


oo < - women were site words Ht the Home of one of their | \grOup; the 


* 
. 
* . s* 


other," individual éhtexwiews at each woman's nes Group inter- 
views were ieeeplins with individual lapel microphones | ) and oe 
separate tracks for each informant; individual initervidué/wero, 


recorded | in eoenet fashion. Ald ahi aaa interviews. were 


conducted by the same female investigator; no tnvestightors were 


Say? - present. during the group 7 a da though they were present, 


before and after these interviews in evden, i affix or! rembve 
s ff .) ‘ { 


_microphones, sai sis ‘recording levels, ete. 


¢ 
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ae The group interyiews were, of course, the informal sex 
, ’ ' . a “ 


‘specific situation. #he individual interviews were, therefore, 
« structured so as to be formal and soméwhat sex-neutral (though 
Yemale) wi tuations To accomplish this, the. investigator pésed | 75 
"asf student of adult games and’ asked the women to explain 
; agra 


ae 


ge and its finer points to her. 7 pa aca 
hoe The informants are upper middle-class isk ahi between 
; “38|and 40 years old. They all have at least B.A.'S ane ane 
married to university professors. we? a 
F We predicted that we would find more instances of so- 
tee . called feminine language in the group interviews than in the 
individual, ones. - For evetininaiy purposes we socantea the > : ay, 
_Gjassie definitions of feminine language, namely, ee | a ., a 
1. Choice of Lexical Items i ‘“ 
Grammarians from Jespersen to Lakoff have ‘eivined that : , : ‘ 
women use adjectives like lovely, pagety. cute, etc. |. 
e and adverbs like pretty, awfully, etc. (See, C.ge, bakoff; 
1975:8-15). , 
2. ikea We Reo lanaklone: " 
i same grammarians have also claimed that women use’ 
exclamations like dear me, oh, dear, etc, (see, e.g., 
Lakoff, ibid.). = ; ra 
: 3. Choice of Syntactic Constructions _ ‘ ” * 3 ; YO 
Jespersen (1964, Ch.-XIII) claims that women use so 
‘s i ~ 3 construct ion without the attendant that; as in 
) ‘I'm so tired that I can hardly move \ 


ea * 
where women are said to leave’ out the that... . 


7 -) ‘ . . Py 


4. Intonation Contours: 4 
Some grammarians (e.g., Brend, 1975) also claim that women : ; 
use intonation contours that ee more "ups and downs" 
a (i.e., have more, and more extreme, changes in pitch and 


stress) than do so-called masculine contours. 


-& , nie ; P 
Findings ana their Significance 


a i Our predidtions proved to be correct except for one 


ef explainable| observation, That is, with respect to the first 
r hy ; ey a ‘ . 
oe OS three points. T Just mentioned, the predictions were ere cor- F 


“rect? with | espect to the last,point, ‘they proved largely 
correct. aisha we. found, in neat that the wom used el : * 
’ ae hap a couple of feminine cae items each, no feminine ex- 
-- chamation, apa only two ,or three so phrases in the individual 
interviews, but roughly ten times as many each an Baek category 
ie ee in the group interview! . | 


Two important oints. need to be made as Regards the three 


Pr ie BDRELENG élains about women's language made shavel - first, 


. despite grammarians' ‘claims, .no one had systematically attested 

’ ¥ be 
these oe before (acer e.g, Thorne & Henley, 1975). muita’: ; ‘ 
in this ‘experiment the forms were noe only systematically at- 


tested, but were seheseea ee we oenaleted them: in sex spe- 


cities informal Situations. Allow me to cite you a few choice 
i . : ‘ : . * . 
a ; ; 
: Minn : * : 
* ol Lexical Choices . _~ 
: 


‘% 
a The air nas 5 a lovely _odor-tiris no Lge Store - aa 
« . . , We "re ‘tite ‘thrilled with it. . 


a 


r guess we'd better get that little poopsy- RROD EY there 
(said of a trick) - 


Everybody's ‘running except — kitchen sink. 


{about the local elections)- 


dhe had fiddley skiddle. . (hibes "nothing"--in counting 
_ her tricks) 


’ Giddley, yeah. 

"agar beens. . 

He was awful sweet to us. 
You're awful nice. . | . = 
Nicki, dear, what did you. make? ) * 
Hallelujah, my ES ena 

Yummies. (said in response to partner's announcement 

of a high score) 

Exclamations , m4 

He's . . . so dang-dumb: ) <— 
My heavens, they beat us! 
Thank you, sweetheart . i: 

Bless you darling! | 

ages .; F / 

Oh, my heavens: ' Big ~ as rs 

Oh, beautiful, Charley,". - « that's just beautiful: 

- i a aes * a aa a 

That's a good girl! , . oe 

* Well, goodness oo : . t . | : ¢ e 
Isn't that’ terrible?! ~ | : 

. i r . Sa P ” . | , rs 


Whooops: - ; 
Gee, you're really lucky today, aren't you? . = 
we ‘ : . . * ‘ A . - 


So Constructions | — 


I'm so tired of that 


. 


. 


—=——— 
‘ 


‘sages. fot each informant, such that we had the 8 flattest and 


He's . . . so dang dumb 

I just. was so nervous _ i, 

I'm so tired of that already | te 
- She gets so mad at ‘me 


- I wag so low in clubs 


ee 
That sounds so strange 


Your purse is so pretty, Jill ; r 
I was so thrilled she did 


. { F ‘ 
With respect to feminine I.C.'s, bg. situation is more - 


complex. It would, of course, be quite anrealistic to expect 


to find’ only "flat" I.C.'s in the formal interviews, or only 
extreme ones in the group. Our prediction, then, was the fol- 


lowing: all I.C.'s are flatter in the form4l situation than in 


the group. Purther, the ratio of extreme I.C.'s to flat ones 


is higher ‘in the «group meen in the tadtyigue® interviews. To 
4 


test che first predicyion, we selected and re-recorded 32 pas- 
wr 
‘the 8 most extreme for both formal and informal situations. 

We were going to analyze these passages on-a yellogeetecs: 


tor; however, this proved_ to be, impossible Kacniine of "noise" on, 


the tape. The noise was, of course, other people talking. That’ 


is, at high points in the conversation, when voices were rajsed, 
even 


is siaians 


informants recorded not only on their’ own tracks but also on . 


‘those of other informants. And it is, as *you may have guessed, 


at these high points that most of the extreme I.C.'s occurred. 


Since a pitch extractor ‘cannot distinguish one informant's voice 


| ae 
@ourb ve oh & a F a : . 


from another, machine analysis was not possible. We therefore 


“had the tapes rated by impartial judges whom we trained briefly. 
Wraining consisted of a short explanation of intonation contours, 

‘arid an almost as short familiarization with a ten-point I... 

ake scale, where "ten" is most extreme, and "one" is flattest. 
Raters were ‘asked to listen to ‘and Pate twenty somes sentences 

and their zatings were. discussed. (Needless to say, mone of the , 


practice sententes were on the: actual ‘tapes to be rated. We also © 


randomized the recorded samples for duagiiig.) 
13 : < 
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. Figure 1 a 


peg ro ow eS 
as | sige 


. a 
_; Extreme 5.125 6.125 
INDIVIDUAL 
. [3.75' | a.28_| 


Examples: of Means for Informants' I.C.'s. Note 
the inversion of values for Extreme Group and 


Extreme Individual I.C.'s for Informant No. 3. 
j ha 


» 


As Figure 1 indicates, the judges rated as we prédicted-- 


excep for one informant, whose rating It will return to shortly. 


That is, with this exception, highest scores were given to the 


extreme group I.C.'s, next highest to the extreme individual 


I.C.'s, next to the flat’ group I.C.'s and lowest to the flat 


individual I.C.'s. w ‘ 


. 


~ 


8 
Because of the small number of informants in this, pilot 


study, inferential statistics are HSEE ERE eres . 


4) Pa 


1 ‘promised’ to take up the matter of the ‘exceptional in- 


4. 


‘\ formant (No. 3). 4 Closer examination of the data reveals that 
eis isa person ‘who does not talk much in’a group, and nareioic 

‘ larly ance ae Wark. over others. When she, is ietéveanted: she 
simply stops ‘speaking. ‘Therefore, she has few extreme I.C.' s 

in the group interview. This fact was correctly interpreted by 

the judges, who rated her individual extreme I.C.'s higher over-- 

all tan Her extreme group, I.C.'s.’ | 


‘The ‘significance of the I.C."s and their, rating is similar 


to that of the other A s: they had not been atgested before; 
sas not only did attest them,’ but .we found them were we pre- 

» dicted them. How er, finding the more extreme I<.C.'s in the 
group’ \ \intervie leads me * the more general question of whether 
this situa on ‘leads all speakers to exhibit such’ cheuiges” in'’® 
eC" 5, the answer to this must wait until after we have col- 

i lectéd"'and analyzed data from other informants, dneiuding males. 
The answer will be interesting, régardless of whether it is "yes" 


“or "no." If the answer \is "no," we will have found‘another sex 


' based language difference. "ER; on the other hand, the answer 


is "yeq, and all Rpeaiere exhibit such changes in I. .C."s," 


then wé will have found something no one has\ ever posited eee 


Neg = . » « . , s 
Conclusion | Y 

f a : : 

Obviously, this study exhibits some problems, most of 


them solveable. Sample size and/ unequal interview lengths are 


10 


. ) ? ~ « . 
i \ * 
na : *. 


| simple to deal with, gives enough time ae money. Noise pe 


other speakers in pee interviews ‘is a problen we_ will 5 ‘obably ‘< ® 
have to live with, though we are going to expe ment with| other 


types of microphones; again, money permitting. Similarly inter- 
, ; Fe Ns \ c 
viewing other groups, including alf male groups, is a question . 
; ae | 
of time and monhey. | > 3 


On the other hand, we can safely’say th t ae data confirm 
. \ : ; | \ i 
our hypothesis; not just the particular hypothesis for this. 


paper, Sue bhe general one about the nature of sex based language / 


. 


Sue Sone nee es This is ee particularly since ese study ) 


‘ 


is aaa one in a series bf such studies, and the penenge in ar 


general nace our model (ie e.;, Russo, 1977, and tyler, ast aTs 

“In addition to the two papers preceding this one, you may re- 
| 
| 

| 


on at SECOL XV (is Ce, Menzel, 1976). We are working on several |. <i 


Call the slang vs. formality self-perception study Zr: reported: 


eoticeeup studies to that one, and they*a1l indicate-that the 
race-by-sex-by-formality paradigm is the correct one. This has at, 


lead us to. modify our model somewhat. _ At SECOL,XV we presented 


oe essentially a Pe geen ae model with two continua of: sex — ; . 


specificity. “Since we have discussed the first two concepts. | * 


and formality. To this we now add a third dimension: that of 


oo 


iti 
‘3 och community. We ve thus a three-dimensional aoaget in 
“which the speaker's linguistic response can - Pe PLOEpeds The 


: axes a tate ‘space-~the caper. continua=-are: formality of 


situation, sex " specificity of situation, and speech community * 


at length; there is no need to. go ‘into them again. The third 


Lis 


= * z “ r - #, ete. 6 
ae be GObeee (continuum) represents our aichent t capturing the A MLS 


fact that social snd geographic sepages of th speaker s back-_ “ 


ground will sled determine in part ‘the spank? s> inguistic * 
‘ output. In other words, this axis. represents the .fact that, 


irrespective of sex and formality, a Bostonian sounds 4ifferent 
: A . Ma is 2 \ , . 
. . from an Atlantan; just as a Viennese sounds SUPEREERE Heath a. 7 


‘Berliner, and a Florentine sounds different from a Roman. the, 
6 ‘ 
; " speech community axis is not ‘only. qeognerhece However) but) also. ,. 
mS - .\ 4 \ 
social. ‘That is, it includes all pertinent factors about the 


a speaker's speech community. The speaker’ s integrity to his, | 
>. et ae Ps 


be native speech community, then, is plotted on thi, third, axis. . 
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